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PREFACE 


This  documented  briefing  contains  the  findings  and  recommendations 
resulting  from  the  Phase  I  study  on  improving  support  to  Commander-in- 
Chief  (CINC)  Theater  Engagement  Plans  (TEPs).  The  material  presented 
in  this  document  was  used  to  brief  the  Global  Engagement  Working 
Group  Conference  that  was  held  at  RAND's  Arlington,  VA  office  in 
August  2000  and  formed  the  briefing  of  the  concept  for  improving  TEP 
given  by  the  J-5  to  the  CINCs  in  September  2000.  The  project  is 
cosponsored  by  the  Director  for  Strategic  Plans  and  Policy  (J-5)  and  the 
Director  for  Force  Structure,  Resources,  and  Assessment  (J-8)  in  the  Joint 
Staff. 

The  purpose  of  the  Phase  I  study  is  to  help  the  J-5  and  J-8  develop  a 
concept  for  improving  the  engagement  mission's  visibility  and,  ultimately, 
resource  support.  The  objectives  are  to  develop  a  framework  for  assessing 
global  engagement  and  its  associated  resource  demands.  The  framework 
will  improve  visibility  of  engagement  resource  shortfalls  and  the  mission's 
relative  resource  priorities.  Phase  II  will  flesh  out  the  concept,  obtain 
additional  insights  on  the  complexity  of  the  engagement  mission,  and 
develop  better  connectivity  between  the  engagement  mission  and  both  the 
Joint  Strategic  Planning  System  (JSPS)  and  the  Planning,  Programming, 
and  Budgeting  System  (PPBS). 

This  research  will  be  of  interest  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
(OSD),  the  military  departments,  the  CINCs  and  their  staffs,  the  Joint 
Staff,  and  others  concerned  with  national  security  policy  and  defense 
resourcing. 

The  Engagement  Strategy  Branch  within  the  J-5's  Strategy  Division  and 
the  Forces  Division  within  the  J-8  provided  project  oversight.  Within 
RAND,  the  work  was  conducted  within  the  Strategy  and  Policy  Division, 
part  of  RAND's  National  Defense  Research  Institute  (NDRI),  a  federally 
funded  research  and  development  center  sponsored  by  the  OSD,  the  Joint 
Staff,  the  unified  commands,  and  the  defense  agencies. 
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PROJECT  OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND 
Outline 

This  documented  briefing  is  organized  into  four  major  sections  (see  Figure 
1.1).  This  section  provides  an  overview  of  the  study,  including  its 
background,  objectives,  and  the  organization  of  the  project  into  two 
phases. 

Background 

The  foundation  for  this  study  to  assist  the  Joint  Staff  in  improving  support 
to  Commander-in-Chief  (CINC)  Theater  Engagement  Plans  (TEPs) 
derived  from  the  February  2000  CINCs'  Conference.  At  this  conference, 
the  CINCs  tasked  the  Joint  Staff  with  reviewing  the  TEP  process  for  value 
added  versus  effort  required  as  well  as  with  evaluating  that  process  to 
determine  how  to  link  resources  and  requirements.  The  Joint  Staff  asked 
RAND  to  assist  them  in  the  development  of  a  concept  to  improve  the 
visibility  of  the  engagement  mission  and  to  examine  ways  to  improve 
resource  allocation  to  TEPs. 
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Two-phase  project  cosponsored  by  J-5/J-8 

•  Phase  I  was  initiated  in  mid-July  to  develop  the 
concept  and  briefing  for  the  September  CINCs’ 
Conference 

•  Phase  II  will  flesh  out  the  concept,  obtain 
additional  insights,  develop  process  connectivity, 
provide  recommendations  for  change,  and 
recommend  an  implementation  plan 

Objectives: 

•  Evolve  Theater  Engagement  Plan  (TEP) 

-Develop  a  framework  for  assessment  of  global 
engagement  demand  (J-5) 

-Improve  visibility  of  engagement  resource 
shortfalls  and  relative  priorities  (J-8) 

_ •  Improve  resource  support  for  engagement _ 

NDRI _  RAND 


Figure  1.2 — Project  Overview 


Project  Overview 

The  engagement  project  is  cosponsored  by  the  Director  for  Strategic  Plans 
and  Policy  (J-5)  and  the  Director  for  Force  Structure,  Resources,  and 
Assessment  (J-8).  Phase  I  was  initiated  in  mid-July  2000  to  help  the  Joint 
Staff  develop  a  concept  for  how  the  engagement  mission  might  be 
addressed  in  a  more  integrated  way.  The  work  for  Phase  I  was 
compressed  into  a  five-week  period  so  that  project  sponsors  could  present 
an  initial  concept  in  early  September  2000  at  the  CINCs'  Conference  (see 
Figure  1.2). 

Following  agreement  among  the  Joint  Staff,  services,  and  CINCs  on  the 
RAND  conceptual  approach  laid  out  in  Phase  I,  Phase  II  will  further  flesh 
out  the  concept,  obtain  additional  insights  from  all  the  players  involved, 
develop  recommendations  for  improvement,  and  assist  in  the  preparation 
of  an  implementation  plan.  Both  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  of  the  work 
necessitate  extensive  interaction  and  collaboration  with  all  the  participants 
involved  in  theater  engagement  planning — the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  (OSD),  CINCs,  Joint  Staff,  and  services. 
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The  J-5  and  J-8  sponsors  were  very  clear  at  the  initiation  of  Phase  I  of  this 
project  that  two  objectives  had  to  be  attained.  The  first  was  that  the  TEP 
needed  to  be  improved  so  that  it  provided  a  mechanism  for  the  J-5  to  gain 
a  more  integrated  and  structured  way  to  understand  the  total  demands  of 
the  engagement  mission.  To  attain  this  objective,  some  type  of  framework 
for  assessment  had  to  be  developed.  As  part  of  this  objective,  the 
proposed  approach  was  also  expected  to  improve  the  visibility  of  the  total 
engagement  mission  as  well  as  the  resource  issues  associated  with  that 
mission.  In  particular,  the  J-8  sought  a  means  by  which  engagement 
resource  shortfalls  and  their  relative  priority  against  the  totality  of  CINC 
resource  demands  could  be  evaluated. 

The  second  objective  was  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  project,  the  Joint 
Staff  had  to  improve  the  potential  for  engagement  resource  support  to  the 
CINCs.  The  second  objective  would  build  on  the  efforts  employed  to 
achieve  the  first  objective  by  enhancing  the  connection  of  the  theater 
engagement  mission  to  the  principal  DoD  resource  decisionmaking 
process. 
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•  How  does  engagement  fit  within  the  spectrum  of  CINC 
missions? 

•  What  guidance  do  the  CINCs  receive  to  conduct  the 
engagement  mission? 

•  What  requirements  are  received  from  the  CINCs  to  resource 
the  engagement  mission? 

•  How  do  the  DoD’s  resourcing  processes  support 
engagement  (e.g.,  JSPS,  PPBS)? 

•  What  are  the  MOEs  and  feedback  mechanisms  for 
assessing  engagement  resources  and  execution  success? 

•  What  is  the  basis  for  allocation  of  forces? 

•  How  might  global  engagement  be  assessed? 

•  How  might  the  process  be  improved,  building  on  existing 
processes  and  capabilities  (e.g.,  JSPS,  PPBS,  TEPs, 

TEPMIS)? 

NDRI  RAND 


Figure  1.3 — Phase  I  Assessment  Issues 


Phase  I:  Assessment  Issues 

The  cosponsors  requested  that  RAND  sponsor  an  expanded  Policy 
Working  Group  (PWG)  in  mid- August  2000  both  to  gain  insights  into  the 
issues  associated  with  the  theater  engagement  mission  and  to  share  some 
initial  insights.  The  PWG  consisted  of  representatives  from  CINC 
planning  staffs  and  representatives  from  the  OSD,  Joint  Staff,  and  services 
involved  in  planning  and  programming. 

To  provide  some  initial  structure  to  the  Phase  I  work,  RAND  developed 
several  assessment  issues.  These  issues  were  also  designed  to  facilitate  the 
PWG  discussions. 

Building  on  prior  RAND  work  with  United  States  Special  Operations 
Command  (USSOCOM)  and  with  United  States  Forces  Korea  (USFK),1 


’See  John  Y.  Schrader,  Leslie  Lewis,  William  Schwabe,  C.  Robert  Roll,  and  Ralph  Suarez, 
USFK  Strategy-to-Task  Resource  Management,  Santa  Monica:  RAND,  MR-654-USFK,  1996; 
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RAND  developed  a  set  of  issues  that  defined  the  problems,  the  players' 
responsibilities,  and  the  operational  context  of  the  engagement  mission. 
We  also  sought  different  perspectives  on  how  the  engagement  mission  fit 
within  the  broader  spectrum  of  CINC  missions.  Joint  Staff  activities,  and 
service  Title  10  United  States  Code  (USC)  functions.  In  addition,  we 
sought  to  gain  insights  on  how  the  engagement  activity  was  addressed  in 
formal  DoD  decisionmaking  processes.  These  processes  are  the  Joint 
Strategic  Planning  System  (JSPS)  and  the  Planning,  Programming,  and 
Budgeting  System  (PPBS).2 

Critical  to  the  development  of  a  framework  and  concept  for  evaluating 
global  engagement  requirements  and  resources  is  the  use  of  existing 
engagement-planning  and  data-gathering  processes  and  databases. 
Regional  CINCs  develop  TEPs,  which  are  designed  to  provide  the  CINCs' 
with  a  strategy  for  supporting  their  respective  Prioritized  Regional 
Objectives  (PROs)  and  the  planned  sets  of  specific  activities  associated 
with  the  engagement  effort  in  that  theater  for  each  fiscal  year.  Figure  1.3 
provides  a  sampling  of  issues  indicating  the  breadth  and  scope  of  issues 
associated  with  the  engagement  mission  and  its  related  resources. 


and  Leslie  Lewis,  James  A.  Coggin,  and  C.  Robert  Roll,  The  United  States  Special  Operations 
Command  Resource  Management  Process,  Santa  Monica:  RAND,  MR-445-A/SOCOM,  1994. 


2The  JSPS  is  a  process  managed  by  the  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (CJCS).  Several 
subprocesses  are  associated  with  the  JSPS;  they  are  carried  out  over  a  two-year  period. 
The  JSPS  provides  strategic  assessments,  strategic  direction,  and  strategic  plans  and 
advises  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (SecDef)  on  programming  issues  associated  with 
operational  readiness.  See  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  CJCS  Instruction,  Joint 
Strategic  Planning  System ,  CJCSI  3100.01A,  September  1999. 

The  PPBS  is  a  cyclic  process  containing  three  distinct  but  interrelated  phases.  The  JSPS 
informs  the  planning  and  programming  phases  of  the  PPBS.  The  PPBS  is  the  dominant 
resource  management  and  decisionmaking  process  within  the  DoD.  The  result  of  the 
PPBS  process  is  the  development  of  service  programs  that  identify  how  the  services  will 
meet  the  guidance  laid  down  by  the  OSD  in  the  Defense  Planning  Guidance  (DPG). 
Through  a  series  of  forums,  the  service  programs  are  adjudicated  and  direction  is  given 
on  how  the  service  programs  will  be  modified  to  meet  the  OSD's  guidance.  After  a  series 
of  budgetary  reviews,  the  SecDef  submits  the  DoD's  inputs  to  Congress  for  final  review, 
approval,  and  allocation  of  funds.  The  final  decisions  are  contained  in  the  President's 
budget.  For  information  on  all  key  DoD  decisionmaking  processes,  see  Naval  War 
College,  Resource  Allocation,  Volume  1,  The  Formal  Process,  1996. 
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*  Applied  viewpoint  vs.  vantage  point  approach  to: 

-  Identify  roles  and  activities  of  participants  in  engagement 
missions  (e.g.,  internal  and  external  to  DoD) 

—  Determine  complexity  of  mission 

*  Employed  economic  model  of  supply,  demand,  and 
integration  to  determine  and  assess  interrelationships 
in  planning  and  resourcing  engagement 

-  Analyzed  JSPS  and  PPBS  for  connectivity 

-  Analyzed  roles  of  key  players  in  engagement  mission 

*  Used  RAND’s  strategy-to-tasks-to-resources  as  an 
analytic  template  to  define  an  approach 

*  Used  TEPs  and  TEPMIS  as  the  foundation  for  defining 
the  scope  of  the  engagement  mission 

__  raND 


Figure  1.4 — Analytic  Approach 


Analytic  Approach 

The  research  approach  RAND  used  was  to  quickly  gain  sufficient 
knowledge  of  some  of  the  varying  views  on  the  engagement  mission  to 
frame  the  key  elements  of  the  problem.  Toward  this  goal,  the  technique 
known  as  "viewpoint-vantage  point"  was  used  as  described  in  Figure  1.4. 
This  approach  provides  a  structured  means  by  which  one  is  able  to 
identify  the  roles  and  various  perspectives  of  the  players  involved  in  the 
engagement  mission.  The  top-down  and  bottom-up  aspects  are  parts  of 
the  approach  that  enable  insights  to  be  gained  on  how  the  different 
players  view  the  mission  and  problems,  their  perspectives  of  their 
responsibilities,  and  how  these  perspectives  might  vary  from  one  player 
to  another. 

The  economic  model  of  supply,  demand,  and  integration  was  also  used  to 
determine  and  assess  how  the  interrelationships  operate.  Particular 
attention  was  given  to  the  interrelationships  and  interactions  between  the 
planning  of  the  engagement  mission  (demand)  and  how  that  mission  was 
resourced  (supply).  Also  addressed  was  the  issue  of  who  is  performing 
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the  integration  of  the  mission  in  terms  of  balancing  supply  against 
demand.  The  economic  model  was  also  used  to  identify  the  hierarchical 
relationships  among  the  various  players.  For  example,  the  OSD,  services, 
and  Joint  Staff  operate  at  the  highest  DoD  level  of  the  model.  The  OSD 
sets  the  demand,  the  services  operate  as  the  suppliers  of  resources,  and  the 
Joint  Staff  (J-5/J-8)  along  with  the  OSD — primarily  OSD  Program  Analysis 
and  Evaluation  (PA&E) — perform  the  integration  function.  At  the 
subordinate  level,  however,  the  CINCs,  service  components.  Joint  Staff, 
and  service  headquarters  also  perform  different  functions  associated  with 
demand,  supply,  and  integration.  These  complex  relationships  needed  to 
be  identified  and  understood. 

The  RAND  study  team  developed  a  strategy- to-tasks-to-resources  analytic 
framework  to  determine  a  level  of  focus  that  would  be  most  useful  for 
each  player  in  the  two  key  DoD  decisionmaking  processes  (JSPS/PPBS).3 
This  framework  also  provided  a  mechanism  by  which  the  project  team 
could  assess  how  each  player  participates  in  the  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes. 
Finally,  because  the  framework  focuses  on  the  linkage  of  warfighting 
objectives  to  capabilities,  it  provided  a  structure  that  facilitated  the 
assessment  of  how  engagement  operates  or  might  operate  within  the 
larger  operational  context  of  CINC  missions  and  the  engagement 
mission's  impact  on  resources. 

RAND  used  the  existing  TEPs  and  the  evolving  TEP  Management 
Information  System  (TEPMIS)  as  key  elements  to  define  the  foundation  of 
the  engagement  mission. 


3The  strategy-to-tasks  framework  was  developed  at  RAND  during  the  late  1980s  and  is 
currently  being  used  by  several  DoD  organizations.  The  framework  is  designed  to  link 
resource  decisions  to  specific  military  tasks  that  require  resources,  which  in  turn  are 
linked  downward  hierarchically  from  higher-level  operational  and  national  security 
strategies  to  supporting  programs  and  tasks.  See  Leslie  Lewis  and  C.  Robert  Roll, 
Strategy-to-Tasks:  A  Methodology  for  Resource  Allocation  and  Management,  Santa  Monica: 
RAND,  P-7839, 1993. 
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•  Collected,  reviewed,  and  assessed  documents  and  data: 

-  DPG,  CPG,  CJCSI,  CJCSM,  and  JSCP 

-  PROS,  TEPs,  and  TEPMIS 

-  Service  POMs,  relevant  PRG  issues 

•  Worked  closely  with  staff  from  J-5  and  J-8  to  obtain 
perspectives  and  understand  breadth  of  issues 

•  Reviewed  ongoing  engagement  plans  and  activities 

•  Reviewed  evolution  of  TEPMIS  with  EUCOM  staff 

•  Conducted  selected  interviews  (e.g.,  OSD  ISA,  services) 

•  Participated  in  Joint  Staff  TEP  assessment  tool 
workshop 

•  Conducted  PWG  engagement  concept  vetting 
conference  (August  17) 

•  Prepared  draft  briefings  for  Director,  J-5 

NDRI  RAND 


Figure  1.5 — Completed  Study  Activities 


What  We  Have  Done 

In  Phase  I,  the  project  team  turned  first  to  published  literature  and 
guidance  on  engagement  to  gain  some  initial  insights  (see  Figure  1.5).  In 
Phase  II,  many  of  these  initial  sources  of  information  will  be  reviewed  in 
greater  depth.  We  reviewed  the  Defense  Planning  Guidance  (DPG),  the 
Contingency  Planning  Guidance  (CPG),  the  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  Instruction  (CJCSI)  on  the  JSPS  (CJCSI  3100.01  A),  the  CJCS  Manual 
(CJCSM)  for  Theater  Engagement  Planning  (CJCSM  3113.01A),  and  the 
Joint  Strategic  Capabilities  Plan  (JSCP),  all  of  which  contain  information 
on  how  the  theater  engagement  mission  is  addressed  within  the  JSPS  and 
PPBS  processes.  Assessments  were  also  done  on  the  evolution,  utilization, 
and  relationships  of  PROs,  TEP  Strategic  Concepts  and  Activity  Annexes 
(TEP  SCs  and  AAs),  and  TEPMIS. 

The  team  also  interviewed  selected  individuals  on  the  Joint  Staff  who  are 
familiar  both  with  engagement  and  with  associated  planning  and 
programming.  For  example,  the  action  officers  in  the  J-5  and  J-8  who  deal 
with  the  engagement  mission  were  interviewed.  The  PWG  Engagement 
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Conference  provided  the  RAND  team  with  another  opportunity  to  gain 
additional  insights  from  CINCs,  the  OSD,  and  service  representatives. 
More  extensive  interviews  will  be  conducted  in  Phase  II.  Additional 
insights  were  also  gained  from  initial  interviews  with  selected  members  of 
the  services  and  OSD  staffs — in  particular,  some  members  of  the  Army 
international  affairs  organization  in  the  office  of  the  Deputy 
Undersecretary  of  the  Army  for  International  Affairs  (DUSA-IA)  and  Air 
Force  regional  planners  in  the  office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Air 
and  Space  Operations  (DCSAS)  on  the  Air  Staff. 
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*  Promoting  regional 
stability 

*  Deterring  aggression 
and  coercion 

*  Preventing  or  reducing 
conflicts  or  threats 


•  Fighting  and  winning 
MTWs 

•  Conducting  SSC 
operations 

•  Deterring  aggression 
and  coercion  in  crisis 


*  Pursuing  focused 
modernization  effort 

*  Continuing  to  exploit 
RMA 

*  Exploiting  the  RBA 

*  Insuring  or  hedging 
against  unlikely 
future 


Shape  ; 


(  Respond 


(  Prepare 


Engagement  defined:  All  military  activities  involving 
other  nations  intended  to  shape  the  theater  security 
environment  in  peacetime 


NDRI 


RAND 


Figure  1.6 — The  Defense  Strategy 


The  Defense  Strategy 

The  defense  strategy  defines  where  engagement  fits  within  the  spectrum 
of  DoD  missions  (Figure  1.6).  It  notes  that  engagement  directly  supports 
the  shape  pillar  of  the  military  strategy.  The  shape  function  encompasses 
the  ability  of  the  U.S.  military  to  promote  regional  stability,  deter 
aggression  and  coercion,  and  prevent  or  reduce  conflicts.4  Engagement  is 
further  defined  as  including  all  the  military  activities  involving  other 


4The  Defense  Strategy  derives  from  the  1997  Quadrennial  Defense  Review,  which 
addresses  the  world  today  and  tomorrow,  identifies  required  military  capabilities,  and 
defines  the  programs  and  policies  needed  to  support  them.  The  Defense  Strategy  builds 
on  the  President's  National  Security  Strategy  (NSS)  and  determined  that  for  the  near  and 
long  term  it  must  continue  to  shape  the  strategic  environment  to  advance  U.S.  interests, 
maintain  the  capability  to  respond  to  the  full  spectrum  of  threats,  and  prepare  now  for 
the  threats  and  dangers  of  tomorrow  and  beyond.  See  William  S.  Cohen,  Secretary  of 
Defense,  Report  of  the  Quadrennial  Defense  Review,  1997,  and  Annual  Report  to  the  President 
and  Congress,  1999,  pp.  5-6;  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  Contingency  Planning 
Guidance  (CPG),  Fiscal  Years  1999-2003  (U),  1998. 
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nations  that  are  intended  to  shape  the  theater  security  environment  in 
peacetime.5 

As  will  be  seen  in  a  later  discussion,  we  believe  that  this  definition  is  too 
narrow  on  the  one  hand  and  too  broad  on  the  other  to  facilitate  a  clear 
understanding  of  the  totality  of  the  engagement  mission,  how  it  is 
planned  for,  and  how  it  is  ultimately  resourced.  A  common  basis  for 
planning  and  resourcing  is  needed  that  recognizes  the  varied  demands  of 
each  CINC's  regional  focus  and  allows  a  single  basis  for  assessment.  The 
current  definition  does  not  provide  a  basis  for  the  CJCS  or  the  Joint  Staff  to 
perform  the  required  assessment  of  engagement  in  a  global  context. 


5Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Manual,  Theater  Engagement  Planning,  CJCSM  3113.01A, 
April  2000. 
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OUTLINE 


Project  Overview  and  Background 

Proposed  Concept 
The  Way  Ahead 

NDRI _  RAND 


Figure  2.1 — Outline 


THE  ENGAGEMENT  PROBLEM 
Outline 

This  section  discusses  the  problems  found  during  Phase  I  of  the  study  in 
the  planning  and  programming  of  the  engagement  mission  (Figure  2.1). 

Overview  of  the  Engagement  Problem 

The  engagement  mission  has  been  a  CINC  theater  responsibility  for  many 
years.  Attempts  in  the  late  1990s  to  formally  recognize  the  mission 
resulted  in  the  definition  of  engagement-related  activities  in  a  narrow 
peacetime  operational  context,  which  has  hindered  its  ability  to  compete 
in  the  formal  DoD  planning  and  programming  processes.  For  example, 
the  TEP  process  evolved  within  a  separate  and  limited  planning  stovepipe 
lacking  any  connection  to  resources.  The  limits  on  resource  support  for 
TEPs  in  the  JSCP  are  clear  in  that  the  engagement  mission  is  not  a  basis  for 
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the  assignment  of  forces.6  Engagement  also  has  incomplete  links  to  the 
broader  components  of  the  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes,  thereby  resulting  in 
an  inability  to  compete  for  resources  in  the  major  decision  forums. 


6Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Manual,  Instructional  Joint  Strategic  Capabilities  Plan 
(JSCP)  FY 1998  (U),  CJCSM  3110.01A,  Appendix  A  to  Enclosure  E,  Engagement,  Planning 
Guidance,  December  1998. 
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Figure  2.2 — The  Engagement  Problem 


Figure  2.2  depicts  the  current  planning  stovepipe  in  which  theater 
engagement  operates.  It  shows,  for  example,  how  the  CINC  theater 
strategic  planning  process  is  operating  in  a  two-pronged,  bifurcated 
system.  The  left-hand  side  of  Figure  2.2  shows  the  guidance  that  comes 
from  the  OSD  in  the  CPG  and  from  the  CJCS  in  the  JSCP  in  the 
development  of  TEPs.  The  TEPs  are  focused  on  the  shaping  portion  of  the 
Defense  Strategy  without  any  strong  connectivity  to  or  provision  for 
resources.  In  part,  this  problem  emanates  from  the  initial  perception  of 
the  engagement  mission  as  not  demanding  additional  resources.  In  fact, 
TEP  implementation  was  determined  early  on  by  the  OSD  to  be  highly 
dependent  on  the  same  capabilities  and  resources  provided  for  the 
Respond  and  Prepare  components  of  the  strategy  as  they  applied  to  other 
CINC  missions. 

The  right-hand  portion  of  Figure  2.2  shows  the  formal  decisionmaking 
processes  operating  within  the  JSPS  and  PPBS.  These  integrated  processes 


14 


guide,  direct,  and  resource  the  traditional  CINC  missions,  resulting  in  the 
identification,  assignment,  and  funding  of  forces  and  capabilities. 
Although  it  is  recognized  that  the  engagement  mission  is  an  enabler  for 
other  CINC  missions,  that  mission  is  not  directly  connected  to  or  funded 
within  the  traditional  planning  and  programming  pipelines. 7 


7Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Instruction,  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
Commander  in  Chiefs  of  the  Combatant  Commands,  and  Joint  Staff  Participation  in  the  Planning, 
Programming,  and  Budgeting  System,  CJCSI  8501.01,  Enclosures  A  and  B,  April  1999. 
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Four  interrelated  problems  were  identified;  the 
fourth  problem  may  not  be  solved  by  this  study 

(1)  The  engagement  mission  consists  of  everyday  activities 
that  facilitate  National  Security  Strategy,  but: 

-  It  is  viewed  as  an  all-encompassing  mission  that  cannot  be 
planned  for  like  traditional  CINC  missions 

-  It  provides  no  basis  for  allocation  of  forces  in  the  traditional 
sense 

(2)  The  engagement  mission  is  not  connected  to  formal  DoD 
decisionmaking  processes 

-  Operates  primarily  within  a  planning  process  stovepipe 

-  JSCP  provides  little  additional  guidance  on  TEPs 

-  DPG: 

*  Planning  guidance  instructs  services  only  to  support  activities 

*  Does  not  provide  specific  engagement  programming  guidance 

-  PPBS  process  has  no  direct  resource  feedback  on  TEP  support 

-  Few  visible  or  direct  links  from  CINC  TEPs  to  service  POMs 

-  IPLs  seldom  raise  major  resource  issues  for  engagement 

NDRI  RAND 


Figure  2.3 — Phase  I  Initial  Insights  (1-2) 


Phase  I:  Initial  Insights 

The  research  team  identified  four  major  problems  associated  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  engagement  mission  is  currently  planned  and 
resourced  (Figures  2.3, 2.4,  and  2.5).  First,  engagement  is  an  all- 
encompassing  daily  set  of  activities  that  enables  the  CINCs  to  assure  their 
capabilities  for  operational  missions — but  it  is  a  mission  without 
additional  forces  or  resources.  The  TEP  is  currently  separate  from  the 
deliberate  planning  process  in  the  JSPS. 

Second,  the  engagement  mission  is  weakly  connected  to  the  formal  DoD 
decisionmaking  processes,  and  therefore  it  operates  primarily  in  a 
separate  planning  stovepipe  that  is  not  linked  to  programming  and  gets 
little  direct  visibility  within  the  decisionmaking  processes  of  the  OSD  or 
the  services. 
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(3)  TEPs’  structure  inhibits  the  Joint  Staff’s  ability  to  link  the 

engagement  mission’s  objectives  with  capabilities 

-  TEPs  are  structured  around  the  strategy-to-tasks  concept  as 
developed  in  CJCS  Manual  31 13.01  A,  but 

-  PROs  are  regionally  focused  national  security  objectives  that  do 
not  provide  a  basis  for  engagement  resourcing  or  assessment 

-  Resources  at  the  lowest  level  of  detail  do  not  inherently  link  to 
operational  objectives  and  capabilities  (e.g.,  two  SEALs  and  a  raft) 
as  seen  with  traditional  CINC  missions— no  basis  for  priorities 

-  Linkages  between  the  top  level  and  lower  levels  of  the  hierarchy 
are  asserted  but  not  logically  or  analytically  connected — difficult 
to  defend 

(4)  Other  federal  agency  programs  supporting  TEPs  are 

uncertain 

-  Other  federal  agencies  do  not  program  future  resources,  forcing 
incomplete  CINC  planning  until  execution 

-  Variety  of  programs  and  numerous  proponents  complicate 

coordination _ 

NDRI  _ RAND 


Figure  2.4 — Phase  I  Initial  Insights  (2-2) 


Phase  I:  Initial  Insights  (continued) 

Third,  the  internal  structure  of  the  TEPs  inhibits  the  Joint  Staff's  ability  to 
link  objectives  to  resources,  which  is  the  traditional  way  resources  are 
identified  and  allocated.  No  global  objectives  or  uniform  measures  of 
effectiveness  exist  by  which  to  identify  what  is  needed  and  determine  the 
appropriate  resources  required.  The  artificial  separation  of  engagement 
from  the  other  CINC  missions  precludes  any  rational  association  for  the 
setting  of  engagement  priorities  and  their  resources.  The  level  of  detail 
found  in  the  activity  annexes  of  the  TEPs  are  at  too  fine  a  level  for  OSD  to 
adjudicate  and  make  resource  decisions. 

Finally,  the  engagement  mission's  resources  are  provided  in  part  by 
programs  resourced  by  other  federal  agencies.  Frequently,  these 
resources  are  useful  to  supporting  the  mission  but  are  not  easily  assured, 
since  most  non-DoD  executive  agencies  do  not  use  the  DoD's  planning 
and  programming  processes.  Most  agencies,  such  as  the  State  and  Justice 
Departments,  operate  on  different  schedules  and  time  frames  and  are 
focused  only  on  annual  budgets  and  execution.  The  process  and  decision 
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disconnects  between  other  federal  agencies  and  the  DoD  cause 
uncertainty  within  the  DoD  over  resource  availability  and  delivery  to 
support  the  engagement  mission.  These  disconnects  in  the  processes  of 
DoD  and  federal  agencies  create  difficulties  for  the  CINCs  in  both 
planning  for  and  executing  the  activities  involved  with  their  theater 
engagement  mission. 
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•  Viewpoint  -  Establishing  the  Demand 

-  OSD  -  Responsible  for  strategic  guidance 

*  Engagement  is  part  of  National  Security  Strategy 

*  Mission  is  not  supported  with  specific  programming 
guidance  to  services  in  DPG 

*  PROs  are  too  broad,  separated  from  other  CINC  guidance 

-  CINCs  -  Establish  engagement  mission  objectives 
(operational  demand) 

*  Engagement  is  a  continuing,  all-inclusive  mission 

*  Regional  and  subregional  objectives  are  specified  in  TEPs 

*  Some  have  insufficient  resources  to  execute  TEPs 

—  Forces  are  inadequate  to  support  requirements 

-  DoD  resources  are  difficult  to  obtain 

-  interagency  resources  are  uncertain 

*  Risks  to  other  assigned  missions  are  not  identified 

NDRI  RAND 


Figure  2.5 — Viewpoint  vs.  Vantage  Point  (1-3) 


Viewpoint  vs.  Vantage  Point 

Next,  we  discuss  in  several  charts  the  perspectives  of  the  players 
concerning  some  of  the  complexities  of  planning  and  resourcing  the 
engagement  mission.  These  insights  were  gained  from  preliminary 
interviews  conducted  with  selected  members  of  the  OSD,  Joint  Staff,  and 
service  planning  and  programming  staffs.  Further  refinements  followed 
the  discussions  at  the  August  17, 2000,  PWG  Engagement  Conference. 

The  OSD  finds  the  engagement  mission  both  complex  and  frustrating. 

The  OSD  is  responsible  for  setting  the  strategic  guidance  for  the  DoD,  and 
engagement  is  clearly  part  of  the  Defense  Strategy.  The  engagement 
mission  was  formalized  in  1997  with  the  establishment  of  the  PROs  in  the 
CPG.  The  PROs  were  designed  to  provide  broad  strategic  theater 
guidance  to  the  CINCs  and  were  never  intended  to  be  the  foundation  for 
resourcing  the  mission.  The  PROs  are  therefore  responded  to  outside  the 
DoD  processes  used  to  plan  and  program  for  other  CINC  activities.  This 
shortcoming  yields  an  engagement  mission  that  lacks  specific 
programming  guidance  in  the  DPG  to  the  services  in  the  PPBS  process. 
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For  example,  the  DPG  for  FYs  02-07  specifically  mentions  the  engagement 
mission  in  its  planning  section.  However,  the  critical  programming  section 
of  the  same  DPG  offers  no  guidance  on  what  resources  are  to  be  provided 
for  engagement,  and  no  mention  is  made  of  engagement-related  resource 
issues  that  the  services  must  address  in  their  programs.8 

The  CINCs  also  face  numerous  problems  in  identifying  what  is  required 
to  meet  mission  demands.  For  example,  because  engagement  is  a 
continuing  inclusive  mission,  it  uses  capabilities  provided  for  and 
associated  with  other  CINC  missions,  but  the  quantities  and  frequency  of 
resource  utilization  are  not  specified.  In  part,  this  is  attributable  to  the 
development  of  the  TEPs  around  regional,  subregional,  and  country 
objectives.  These  geostrategic  objectives  do  not  inherently  link  to  or 
identify  types  of  operational  capabilities  needed  to  conduct  engagement 
activities. 

Some  CINCs  also  argue  that  there  are  insufficient  resources  to  fully 
execute  the  broad  objectives  laid  out  in  the  PROs  for  their  TEPs.  Given  the 
high  demand  for  capabilities  to  meet  contingency  demands  and  sustain 
readiness,  it  is  impossible  to  provide  sufficient  resources  for  the 
engagement  mission.  In  addition,  some  CINCs,  such  as  the  U.S.  Southern 
Command  (USSOUTHCOM)  and  the  U.S.  Central  Command 
(USCENTCOM),  contend  that  because  they  have  few  forces  assigned  to 
them,  there  are  insufficient  resources  to  conduct  the  engagement  mission 
as  laid  out  in  their  TEPs.  The  JSCP,  which  is  part  of  the  JSPS  and  lays  out 
the  assignment  and  apportionment  of  forces  and  capabilities  to  the 
regional  CINCs,  states  in  its  section  on  engagement  that  engagement 
activities  provide  no  basis  for  the  assignment  or  allocation  of  forces.9 
However,  the  CINC  needs  to  have  forces  involved  to  conduct  combined 
exercises  with  the  forces  of  other  countries;  lacking  assigned  forces 
constrains  this  major  set  of  engagement  activities. 

These  issues  are  further  exacerbated  for  USSOUTHCOM  and 
USCENTCOM  given  that  many  of  their  engagement  activities  are  often 
dependent  on  resources  provided  by  federal  agencies  outside  the  DoD. 
Frequently,  their  key  engagement  projects  require  long-term 
commitments  to  nations,  and  some  of  these  projects  include  infrastructure 
development  such  as  road  construction.  Without  prior  commitment  of 
appropriate  resources,  it  is  difficult  to  integrate  the  several  sets  of 
capabilities  required  for  such  efforts.  Often  these  activities  are  wholly  or 
partially  funded  by  other  federal  agencies  outside  the  DoD.  The 
complexities  involved  in  getting  sufficient,  timely,  and  often  multiyear 


8U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  Defense  Planning  Guidance,  Fiscal  Years  2002-2007  (U),  April 
2000. 

9CJCSM  3110.01A,  December  1998. 
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funding  guaranteed  by  these  other  federal  agencies  frequently  inhibit  the 
CINCs'  ability  to  adequately  plan  and  execute  their  engagement 
mission.10 

Because  TEPs  are  developed  within  a  separate  planning  stovepipe,  they 
limit  the  CINC's  ability  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  engagement  mission  on 
the  command's  ability  to  perform  the  full  span  of  its  missions.  Inasmuch 
as  engagement  activities  are  not  strongly  linked  to  the  other  CINC 
missions,  the  risk  or  impact  on  readiness  of  failing  to  execute  engagement 
activities  is  not  easily  assessed. 


10U.S.  CENTCOM  working  papers,  August  17, 2000. 
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•  Vantage  Point  -  Establishing  the  Supply 

-  Services  -  Focus  on  DPG’s  programming  guidance 

•  Support  specific  executive  agency  engagement  programs 
(e.g.,  Army  for  EUCOM  Marshall  Center) 

•  TEPs  rarely  inform  resource  needs  in  service  POMs 

•  IPLs  seldom  raise  engagement  resource  issues 

•  Engagement  is  not  a  major  program  review  or  budget  issue 

•  Army  and  Air  Force  have  own  International  Affairs  Plans 

—  Service  Component  Commands  -  Provide  no  direct 
input  on  engagement  resource  requirements  to  inform 
service  POMs 

•  Balance  CINC  guidance  with  service  Title  X  responsibilities 

•  Allocate  assigned  forces  and  resources  to  engagement 
without  specifying  tradeoffs  (e.g.,  training  OPTEMPO) 
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Figure  2.6 — Viewpoint  vs.  Vantage  Point  (2-3) 


Viewpoint  vs.  Vantage  Point  (continued) 

As  the  providers  of  capabilities,  the  services  operate  as  key  players  in  the 
engagement  mission.  The  services  operate  in  two  capacities  in  their 
provider  roles.  The  first  is  executive  agency  responsibility  for  programs 
that  involve  more  than  one  service.  For  example,  the  Marshall  Center  in 
Europe  involves  United  States  European  Command  (USEUCOM)  joint 
service  activities,  but  the  Army  has  the  executive  agent  responsibility  for 
providing  the  overall  resources  (Figure  2.6). 

The  second  is  that  the  services  develop  their  programs  in  response  to  the 
guidance  and  priorities  established  in  the  DPG.  The  development  of  the 
programming  sections  of  the  DPG  is  an  iterative  process  in  which  the 
services  actively  participate.  Since  the  engagement  resource  requirements 
are  developed  in  a  separate  planning  stovepipe,  they  get  little  attention 
from  the  services  either  in  their  review  of  the  programming  sections  in  the 
draft  DPG  or  in  the  development  of  their  respective  programs.  The 
services  do  provide  significant  resources  to  the  component  commands 
assigned  to  each  of  the  CINCs.  The  majority  of  these  resources  are 
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provided  to  support  training  and  operational  tempo  (OPTEMPO)  in  the 
form  of  operations  and  maintenance  funds  for  assigned  forces.  Since  the 
capabilities  provided  by  the  forces  and  resources  can  be  tasked  by  their 
respective  CINCs  for  use  in  engagement  activities,  the  services  rarely 
receive  direct  requests  from  their  component  commands  for  engagement 
resources.  Further,  the  services  have  little  visibility  on  how  their 
resources  and  assigned  capabilities  are  employed  for  engagement  by  their 
component  commands.  Inasmuch  as  most  of  the  resources  provided  to 
the  CINCs  in  this  way  are  fungible  for  engagement  but  are  not  seen  as  a 
direct  programmatic  requirement  for  the  services,  engagement  rarely 
becomes  a  major  program  or  budget  issue  when  the  services'  Program 
Objective  Memorandums  (POMs)  are  reviewed  by  the  OSD. 

Our  initial  research  indicated  that  the  service  component  commands, 
which  provide  the  immediate  resources  to  support  the  regional  CINCs' 
activities,  do  not  always  inform  the  service  headquarters  about 
engagement  requirements  and  resources.  Although  this  issue  will  be 
explored  more  fully  in  Phase  II,  it  appears  that  the  service  components  are 
not  providing  timely  and  sufficiently  detailed  data  to  their  respective 
services  in  order  to  influence  the  development  of  service  POMs  and 
subsequent  resource  allocation.  If  a  particular  component  supports  an 
engagement  activity  such  as  training  and  exercise  programs,  the  effects  on 
their  operational  readiness  and  what  activities  they  did  not  perform  in 
order  to  support  the  CINCs'  engagement  requirements  are  not  always 
explicitly  articulated  to  either  the  service  or  the  CINC. 

The  services  have  not  been  without  involvement  in  the  engagement 
mission  and  its  resource  requirements.  The  Navy  provides  operationally 
ready  capabilities  to  the  CINCs  in  the  form  of  naval  and  marine  forces 
within  the  Global  Naval  Force  Presence  Policy  (GNFPP).  The  GNFPP 
allows  the  CINCs  to  use  these  temporarily  assigned  capabilities  for 
engagement  or  other  missions  within  their  assigned  time  frames.  The 
Army  and  Air  Force  generally  provide  assigned  forces  but  must  assure 
their  training  and  readiness  for  employment,  which  limits  their 
availability  for  engagement  missions.  Additionally,  the  Army  and  the  Air 
Force  are  attempting  to  address  the  mission  and  its  associated  resources 
through  the  development  of  service  International  Affairs  Plans  (IAPs). 

The  dilemma,  however,  is  that  currently  these  plans  are  not  being 
developed  in  conjunction  or  coordination  with  the  CINCs,  the  OSD,  or  the 
Joint  Staff.  Rather,  they  are  internal  service  plans  that  define  the 
engagement  mission's  requirements  from  an  individual  service 
perspective,  focusing  on  security  assistance  and  executive  agency 
requirements  with  the  associated  resources  to  support  them. 
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•  Viewpoint-Vantage  Point  -  Integration 

—  The  CJCS  and  Joint  Staff  have  little  or  no  basis  for 
integrating  the  fiscally  constrained  supply  with 
non-fiscally  constrained  engagement  demand 

•  Global  engagement  is  more  complex  than  the  sum  of  PROs  or 
TEPs,  which  are  outputs  of  unconstrained  planning 

•  No  basis  for  determining  the  full  measure  of  engagement 
requirements — total  demand  or  what  they  achieve 

•  Engagement  activities  lack  relative  priority;  demand  often 
operates  at  a  microlevel  of  detail  with  no  contextual  framework 

•  Key  shortfalls  and  gaps  in  engagement  activities  are  not 
identified  and  risks  not  assessed 

•  Difficult  to  determine  resource  needs  for  engagement  relative 
to  other  missions;  unique  mission  without  unique  resources 

•  Lack  of  useful  measures  of  effectiveness  for  assessment  (e.g., 
how  many  military-to-military  contact  man-days  meet 
objective?) 

•  No  basis  for  integration  of  engagement  with  other  missions 

NDRI  RAND 


Figure  2.7 — Viewpoint  vs.  Vantage  Point  (3-3) 


Viewpoint  vs.  Vantage  Point  (continued) 

The  CJCS  and  Joint  Staff  play  an  important  role  in  the  integration  of  the 
global  engagement  mission  (Figure  2.7).  The  J-5  is  responsible  for  the 
integration  of  the  totality  of  the  demand  being  placed  on  the  CINCs  for  all 
missions;  therefore,  it  also  holds  responsibility  for  integrating  the  global 
engagement  mission.  The  outputs  of  the  integration  function  are  used  as  a 
basis  for  the  apportionment  and  assignment  of  forces  and  capabilities  in 
the  JSCP.  The  J-5  also  sets  the  demand  for  global  contingency  operations. 
The  demand  is  not  fiscally  constrained.11 

The  J-8  is  responsible  for  understanding  the  total  supply  of  capabilities 
and  resources  that  are  being  requested  and  for  ensuring  that  it  integrates 
and  provides  options  for  how  the  non-fiscally  constrained  demand  can  be 
supplied  by  the  fiscally  constrained  resources. 


xlChairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Instruction,  Responsibilities  for  the  Management  and 
Review  of  Theater  Engagement  Plans,  CJCSI  3113.01,  Enclosures  B  and  C,  April  1998. 
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The  dilemma  for  the  Joint  Staff  is  that  the  engagement  mission,  given  how 
it  is  currently  planned  and  structured,  provides  little  or  no  basis  for  the 
integration  of  the  fiscally  constrained  supply  against  the  non-fiscally 
constrained  demand  from  the  several  regional  CINCs.  Although  more 
work  will  be  done  on  this  issue  in  Phase  II,  it  appears  that  the  global 
engagement  mission  is  significantly  more  complex  than  simply  resourcing 
the  sum  total  of  activities  cited  in  the  CINCs'  TEPs.  The  effects  of 
engagement  activities  on  a  command's  components  and  readiness  must  be 
well  understood  prior  to  the  initiation  of  engagement  activities.  The 
ability  to  do  this  is  complicated  by  the  lack  of  a  global  definition  and 
objectives  that  are  integral  to  the  planning  and  programming  of  other 
CINC  missions.  For  example.  Operation  Northern  Watch  (ONW), 
conducted  by  USEUCOM,  is  not  considered  or  counted  as  an  engagement 
activity;  by  contrast.  Operation  Southern  Watch  (OSW),  conducted  by 
USCENTCOM,  is  counted  as  both  an  engagement  and  an  operational 
mission.  These  conflicting  views  need  further  synthesis  and  a  common 
framework  to  ensure  that  a  useful  assessment  of  global  engagement  can 
be  possible. 

All  of  these  problems  inhibit  the  ability  of  the  J-5  and  J-8  to  have  visibility 
into  the  total  requirements  of  the  engagement  demand  or  the  total  supply 
of  resources  available  for  the  mission.  The  absence  of  a  common 
framework  for  setting  priorities  across  engagement  and  in  relation  to 
other  CINC  missions  is  an  added  impediment  to  the  effective  integration 
of  resource  allocation.  The  lack  of  these  capabilities  also  precludes  the 
development  of  useful  measures  of  effectiveness  for  understanding  how 
the  engagement  mission  affects  the  broader  set  of  CINC  missions. 
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Figure  2.8 — Theater  Engagement  Requirements  and  Resource  Linkages 


Theater  Engagement  Requirements  and  Resource  Linkages 

Using  the  economic  model  of  supply,  demand,  and  integration,  the  project 
team  laid  out  how  each  of  the  players  currently  interacts  in  the  planning 
and  resourcing  of  requirements  for  the  engagement  mission.  As  indicated 
on  the  left-hand  side  of  Figure  2.8,  the  demand  is  established  at  two  levels. 
First,  the  OSD  sets  in  the  PROs  the  strategic  guidance  for  what 
engagement  objectives  the  CINCs  must  support  with  their  activities.  The 
supported  CINCs  establish  their  strategic  concepts  for  engagement  and 
initiate  the  demand  requirements  for  resources  to  support  their  theater 
engagement  activities.  The  requirements  are  articulated  to  the  component 
commands,  to  supporting  CINCs,  and  to  the  other  federal  agencies  that 
support  particular  activities  within  a  given  theater. 

Figure  2.8  shows  that  a  number  of  key  players  and  associated  interactions 
are  not  taking  place;  the  functional  and  process  disconnects  inhibit  the 
ability  of  the  DoD  to  understand  the  complexity  of  the  mission.  The  right- 
hand  side  of  Figure  2.8  shows  that  the  services  do  not  have  clear  linkages 
to  the  demands  being  placed  on  their  components  in  terms  of  what  is 
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being  asked  of  them  to  support  the  CINCs'  theater  engagement  objectives. 
Similarly,  the  supporting  unified  commands  are  not  tightly  connected  to 
the  process  except  in  providing  resources  requested  by  the  supported 
CINC.  There  are  no  feedback  loops  concerning  how  successful  the 
capabilities  provided  by  the  components  or  supporting  CINCs  were  in 
meeting  the  engagement  activities.  The  dotted  line  in  Figure  2.8  identifies 
problems  related  to  coordination  and  interaction  with  the  other  federal 
agencies  for  their  resources;  the  question  marks  indicate  a  lack  of  needed 
interaction. 

The  OSD  and  Joint  Staff  are  not  connected  to  the  determination  of  the  total 
demand  (CINC  requirements),  nor  do  they  have  visibility  into  the  total 
supply  of  resources  available  to  support  the  engagement  mission  (see  the 
center  of  Figure  2.8).  This  lack  of  connectivity  among  the  players 
prohibits  the  Joint  Staff  and  the  OSD  from  doing  their  job  of  integrating 
global  demand  and  supply  as  well  as  adjudicating  the  differences  between 
the  unconstrained  demand  for  engagement  resources  against  the  finite 
supply.  Because  of  this  problem,  the  J-8  really  concentrates  on  identifying 
and  attempting  to  fill  the  gaps  and  shortfalls  in  engagement  resources  as 
they  are  identified  by  the  individual  CINCs.  This  narrowly  focused 
process  prevents  the  J-8  from  gaining  an  understanding  of  the  relative 
priority  of  various  engagement  activities  and  their  associated  resource 
requirements.  Hence,  global  engagement  mission  requirements  and 
needed  resources  cannot  be  objectively  assessed. 
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Figure  2.9 — Engagement  Process  in  Perspective 


Engagement  Process  in  Perspective 

Another  way  to  illuminate  the  planning  and  programming  problems 
associated  with  the  global  engagement  mission  is  to  examine  how  its 
requirements  are  identified  and  linked  to  the  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes. 
Key  aspects  of  these  processes  are  illustrated  in  Figure  2.9.12 

The  diagonal  arrows  extending  from  the  upper  left-hand  side  of  Figure  2.9 
downward  show  the  current  TEP  process  and  its  linkages  to  the  PPBS 
process.  The  engagement  mission  is  based  on  the  National  Security 
Strategy  (NSS)  and  its  emphasis  is  on  shaping  as  one  of  the  three  strategy 
pillars.  The  specifics  of  the  mission  are  contained  in  the  CPG.  The  CPG, 
however,  does  not  articulate  the  specific  goals  and  objectives  of  the 
mission;  rather,  it  directs  the  CINCs  to  develop  TEPs  based  on  the  PROs 
assigned  to  their  region.  The  JSCP  is  the  deliberate  planning  document 


12CJCSI  8501.01,  Enclosure  B,  April  1999,  and  CJCSM  3113.01A,  Enclosures  A  and  B, 
April  2000. 
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that  is  used  to  apportion  and  assign  missions  and  forces  based  on  the 
military  strategy;  however,  it  indicates  that  engagement  activities  do  not 
provide  a  basis  for  the  allocation  of  forces  or  other  resources.  Instead,  it 
again  directs  the  CINCs  to  lay  out  a  TEP  based  on  the  PROs.13 

The  TEPs  provide  the  first  place  in  which  specific  theater  objectives  are 
identified  and  associated  with  resources.  Resources  are  identified  in  the 
activity  annexes  of  each  theater's  TEP.  Although  the  TEPs  are  (by  CJCS 
directive)  developed  according  to  a  strategy-to-tasks  structure,  they  are 
inconsistent  in  their  details  from  theater  to  theater.  For  example, 
USEUCOM's  TEP  is  highly  detailed  and  is  based  on  regional,  subregional, 
and  country  objectives  that  are  associated  with  approximately  5000  annual 
activities.  By  contrast,  USCENTCOM's  TEP  is  based  on  15  strategic 
theater  objectives,  five  of  which  relate  to  engagement.  USCENTCOM's 
TEP  strategic  concept  is  approximately  15  pages  long,  and  its  activity 
annex  contains  fewer  than  100  critical  annual  activities,  whereas 
USEUCOM's  TEP  is  multivolumed. 

The  Integrated  Priority  Lists  (IPLs)  are  the  most  important  direct  entry 
point  into  service  programs  for  theater  engagement.  Within  the  broader 
PPBS  process,  however,  the  IPLs'  principal  purpose  is  to  identify  critical 
CINC  resource  gaps  or  shortfalls,  not  to  inform  the  programming 
guidance  in  the  DPG  that  initiates  the  services'  program  development. 
Although  the  services  review  and  give  consideration  to  the  IPLs,  which 
provide  a  direct  mechanism  for  the  CINCs  to  identify  selected  needs  to  be 
adjudicated  in  the  service  programs,  the  IPLs  are  generally  considered 
exceptions  after  most  of  the  service  programs  have  been  built.  Initiatives 
are  under  way  in  the  Joint  Staff  and  services  to  make  sure  that  the  IPLs 
enter  the  system  before  the  service  programs  are  built.  However,  the  IPLs 
currently  provide  a  weak  link  compared  to  program  guidance  contained 
in  the  DPG  for  receiving  resource  consideration  by  the  services  in  the 
PPBS  process.14  Engagement  resource  needs  should  be  considered  earlier 
in  the  PPBS  cycle  and  IPLs  used  only  for  exceptional  shortfalls. 

More  telling  than  the  impact  that  IPLs  might  have  in  resourcing  the 
engagement  mission  is  the  fact  that  planning  for  the  engagement  mission 
operates  in  a  stovepipe  distinct  and  separate  from  the  formal  ways  the 
DoD  plans,  programs,  sets  priorities,  and  allocates  resources.  The  right- 
hand  side  of  Figure  2.9  identifies  the  more  formal  process.  The  DPG  is  the 
mechanism  that  provides  programmatic  guidance  to  the  services.  The 
JSCP  provides  guidance,  allocates  forces,  assigns  missions,  and  sets 
priorities  for  the  CINCs.  A  service  allocates  resources  in  response  to  the 


13U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  Contingency  Planning  Guidance,  FY  1999-2003  (U),  January 
1998,  and  CJCSM  3110.01A,  December  1998. 

14CJCSI  8501.01,  Enclosure  B,  April  1999. 
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DPG.  The  service  then  attempts  to  balance  the  multiple  demands  placed 
on  it  with  the  availaible  resources.  The  adjudication  of  the  service 
programs  occurs  in  a  series  of  hierarchically  managed  exchanges  between 
the  OSD,  Joint  Staff,  and  services.  At  the  end  of  the  process,  the  SecDef 
directs  the  services  to  implement  decisions  that  are  presented  in  the  DoD 
Future  Years  Defense  Plan  (FYDP)  and  subsequently  sent  to  Congress  for 
approval  in  the  budget. 

The  RAND  assessment  determined  that  the  engagement  mission  is 
operating  in  a  separate  planning  stovepipe  that  is  not  well  connected  to 
the  JSPS  or  PPBS  processes.  The  linear  approach  used  in  the  strategy-to- 
tasks-developed  TEPs  does  not  provide  the  clarity  and  linkages  to  existing 
programs  within  the  regional  commands,  nor  does  it  facilitate  the 
identification  of  sets  of  critical  capabilities  associated  with  performing  the 
engagement  mission.  The  IPLs  are  too  weak  a  link  to  the  formal 
decisionmaking  processes  to  ensure  that  engagement  resource  demands 
are  visible  within  the  broader  PPBS  structure.  Finally,  the  lack  of  clear 
connections  to  resources  inhibits  the  ability  of  the  CINC  and  the  OSD  to 
understand  how  the  engagement  mission  is  being  conducted,  the 
effectiveness  of  engagement  activities,  and  the  utility  of  resources 
expended. 
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•  JSPS 

-  JSCP  (Guidance.  Priorities,  & 
Apportionment) 

-  JPD  (Guidance  &  Priorities) 

-  CPR  (Priorities) 

-  CPA  (Resource  Allocation) 

-  IPLs  (UFRs  &  Priorities) 

-  IEPS/Cs (Guidance) 

-  TEP  A/As  (Requirements  / 
Resources) 


•  PPBS 

-  DPG  (Guidance  &  Priorities) 

-  CPG  (Guidance  &  Priorities) 

-  POMs  (Resource  Allocation) 

-  PDMs  (Resource  Allocation) 

-  PBDs  (Resource  Allocation) 

-  PB  (Resource  Allocation) 

—  AA  (FY  Appropriation 

Apportionment) 


Detailed  assessment  of  process  content  and 
linkages — poor  connectivity  without  visible  integration 


NDRI 


RAND 


Figure  2.10 — Potential  Process  Portals  for  Engagement  Requirements  and 

Resources 


Potential  Process  Portals  for  Engagement  Requirements  and 
Resources 

The  critical  documents  associated  with  the  two  major  planning  and 
programming  activities  in  the  DoD  were  evaluated  to  determine  where 
engagement  activities  are  contained  or  supported.  In  Figure  2.10,  the 
underscored  abbreviations — JSCP,  IPLs,  TEP  SCs,  TEP  AAs,  and 
CPG — show  where  the  engagement  mission  is  identified  and  discussed  in 
the  current  process.  The  remaining  key  documents  are  those  that  contain 
little  or  no  mention  of  engagement  and  its  resourcing  but  are  potential 
portals  for  supporting  engagement  in  the  future.  In  the  JSPS  system,  for 
example,  two  critical  documents  that  articulate  CINC  demands  and  then 
assess  service  programs'  responsiveness  to  these  demands  are  the 
Chairman's  Program  Review  (CPR)  and  the  Chairman's  Program 
Assessment  (CPA).  Other  than  the  CPG,  the  identification  and  allocation 
of  resources  within  the  PPBS  process  in  support  of  the  engagement 
mission  do  not  occur.  Although  it  identifies  the  mission  in  the  planning 
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guidance,  the  DPG  is  not  included  as  a  TEP  supporting  document  because 
it  contains  no  program  guidance  for  the  engagement  mission.  Because  of 
the  lack  of  linkage  to  the  formal  decisionmaking  processes  within  the 
DoD,  the  mission  and  its  resource  demands  have  little  or  no  visibility 
when  the  service  programs  are  reviewed  and  resource  allocation  is 
adjudicated.15 


15CJCSI  3100.01  A,  September  1999,  and  CJCSI  8501.0,  Enclosure  B,  April  1999. 
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•  Current  engagement  process  status — lack  of 

resources  is  a  symptom  of  more  complex  issues: 

-  Guidance  and  priorities  are  too  general  and  engagement 
is  not  related  to  other  CINC  missions 

-  Planning  process  is  immature  but  evolving — not  fully 
integrated  within  the  JSPS 

-  Programming  guidance  does  not  address  engagement 

-  Requirements  are  isolated  from  the  totality  of  resources 

-  Little  basis  for  global  assessment  or  measure  of 
effectiveness 

-  Players  and  existing  processes  are  not  used  effectively 

-  Need  to  improve  interagency  support  for  resources 

•  Expect  engagement  mission  to  continue  in  any  future 

strategy _ 

NDRI _  RAND 


Figure  2.11 — Initial  Assessment  of  Engagement  Problem 


RAND  Assessment  of  the  Engagement  Problem 

The  problems  associated  with  the  planning  and  programming  of  the 
engagement  mission  are  summarized  in  Figure  2.11.  The  guidance  and 
priorities  in  the  PROs  are  too  broad  and  general  to  support  resource 
allocation.  The  JSCP  guidance  for  engagement  provides  no  integration 
with  other  missions  and  the  TEP  process  is  not  fully  integrated  within  the 
JSPS.  Although  the  OSD  has  realized  this  and  is  attempting  to  address 
some  of  these  problems  through  changing  aspects  of  the  PROs,  the 
engagement  mission  remains  largely  disconnected  from  the  major  DoD 
decisionmaking  processes.  The  OSD  continues,  however,  to  work  on 
reshaping  the  guidance  and  has  agreed  to  work  with  the  project  team  in 
Phase  II  to  improve  the  PROs  and  other  aspects  of  the  engagement 
problem  as  they  are  affected  by  the  PPBS  process. 

Another  problem  is  that  the  programming  guidance  in  the  DPG  does  not 
address  engagement.  This  shortcoming  must  be  redressed  in  order  to 
ensure  that  the  mission  is  seriously  considered  in  the  broader  resourcing 
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environment.  How  best  to  provide  programming  guidance  will  be  a  key 
element  of  the  Phase  II  study.16 

Certainly  coordination  and  ensuring  that  resources  are  received  from  the 
other  federal  agencies  is  critical.  However,  all  players  recognize  this 
problem  as  a  difficult  one  that  is  not  within  the  prerogatives  of  the  OSD  to 
remedy.  Phase  II  will  attempt  to  identify  some  improvements  that  will 
address  this  area. 

Regardless  of  the  future  administration  transitioning  in  2001,  it  seems 
clear  to  all  players  involved  that  the  engagement  mission  will  continue  to 
be  a  critical  element  of  future  defense  strategy.  As  such,  the 
recommendations  developed  in  Phase  II  of  the  study  may  support  the 
normal  evolution  of  change  that  accompanies  the  transition  of 
administrations  and  the  upcoming  Quadrennial  Defense  Review  (QDR) 
2001. 


16U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  Defense  Planning  Guidance,  Fiscal  Years  2002-2007  (U), 
Planning  and  Programming  Guidance  Sections;  April  2000. 
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Figure  3.1 — Outline 

PROPOSED  APPROACH  FOR  DEVELOPING 
ENGAGEMENT  IMPROVEMENTS 

Outline 

This  section  lays  out  the  proposed  concept  for  developing  improvements 
to  the  engagement  mission  that  will  be  further  developed  in  Phase  II  of 
the  study  (Figure  3.1). 
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*  Develop  a  basis  for  global  engagement  integration  and 
assessment 

*  Develop  a  hierarchical  approach  that  links  all  the 
players  and  processes  at  the  appropriate  levels 

*  Eliminate  engagement  stovepipes  by  systematically 
incorporating  engagement  into  the  existing  JSPS  and 
PPBS 

-  DPG  must  provide  a  critical  link  with  specific  guidance  to 
services  on  programming  for  engagement 

-  Fully  mature  and  integrate  TEPs  into  JSPS 

-  Use  formal  PPBS  decision  process  inputs  and  feedback  loops 

*  Structure  engagement  and  its  resources  within  the 
context  of  operational  missions  and 

readiness — accepted  and  understood 

-  Provide  a  basis  for  global  engagement  assessments 

-  Develop  an  improved  context  for  engagement  resources 

NDRI  RAND 


Figure  3.2 — Attributes  of  the  Concept 


Attributes  of  the  Concept 

Any  new  concept  for  improving  engagement  planning  and  programming 
needs  to  address  the  key  problems  identified  in  the  current  process 
(Figure  3.2).  The  focus  of  the  project  must  include  engagement  from  a 
global  perspective,  and  therefore  any  proposed  concept  must  define  a 
hierarchical  structure  that  disciplines  the  system  while  allowing  all  the 
participants — CINCs,  services.  Joint  Staff,  and  the  OSD — to  interact  at  the 
appropriate  levels.  The  concept  must  ensure  that  engagement  is  properly 
embedded  in  existing  DoD  decisionmaking  processes  (e.g.,  JSPS  and 
PPBS);  therefore,  the  concept  must  not  only  show  how  engagement  could 
be  linked  but  also  explicitly  eliminate  the  functional  and  planning 
stovepipes  in  which  that  mission  is  currently  operating.  The  engagement 
activity  thus  needs  to  be  explicitly  defined  so  that  it  can  be  discussed  and 
understood  on  a  common  basis  within  both  the  planning  and 
programming  functions  as  they  operate  in  the  JSPS  and  PPBS. 

This  is  not  to  suggest  that  TEPs  need  to  be  eliminated  or  radically  altered; 
rather,  they  need  to  be  sufficiently  developed  and  integrated  to  inform  the 
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needs  of  both  the  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes.  If  the  TEPs  could  be  further 
matured  to  provide  this  type  of  information,  then  engagement  could  be 
tied  into  the  PPBS  and  its  hierarchical  decisionmaking  processes  to 
improve  the  potential  for  resource  allocation. 

Based  on  initial  insights,  it  became  clear  to  the  project  team  that 
engagement  is  another  CINC  mission  that  has  yet  to  be  fully  formalized  in 
the  DoD  planning  and  programming  structure.  It  is  different,  however,  in 
that  it  operates  as  an  enabler  of  other  CINC  missions.  Placing  engagement 
within  this  broader  operational  context  appears  to  facilitate  an  improved 
basis  for  assessment  of  the  mission  and  its  ability  to  better  compete  for 
scarce  resources. 
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Figure  3.3 — The  Emerging  Engagement  Paradigm 


Emerging  Engagement  Paradigm 

Engagement  should  not  be  restricted  to  the  shape  portion  of  the  Defense 
Strategy.  Rather,  the  engagement  mission  seems  more  appropriately 
viewed  as  a  critical  enabler  of  all  three  pillars  of  the  Defense  Strategy. 
Figure  3.3  illustrates  some  of  the  initial  rethinking  of  how  engagement 
supports  the  entire  Defense  Strategy. 

The  TEPs  were  initially  conceived  as  part  of  a  strategic  planning  function 
in  that  the  PROs  were  viewed  as  ways  in  which  the  OSD  could  provide 
some  top-level  planning  guidance  to  the  CINCs  solely  for  shaping  the 
peacetime  environment.  The  original  scheme  for  engagement  was  not 
viewed  as  a  mission  that  demanded  additional  resources  or  support; 
rather,  it  was  attempting  to  provide  some  structure  to  activities  that  were 
already  occurring  within  the  regional  CINCs'  theaters.  Although  the 
demands  of  the  engagement  mission  have  become  better  understood,  the 
resource  tail  has  been  largely  dependent  on  resources  already  allocated 
for  the  other  traditional  CINC  missions.  Broadening  the  mission's 
definition  to  extend  across  all  three  pillars  of  the  Defense  Strategy  ensures 
that  engagement  has  the  increased  visibility  and  emphasis  that  it  needs  to 
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be  seen  as  a  critical  enabler  of  operational  readiness  in  the  demanding 
multimission  operational  environment  in  which  the  CINCs  operate. 
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Figure  3.4 — Applying  the  Paradigm 


Applying  the  Paradigm 

Viewing  engagement  as  a  major  contributor  to  all  three  pillars  of  the 
Defense  Strategy  is  critical  to  providing  a  broader  contextual  framework 
for  that  mission. 

Engagement  appears  as  an  enabler  of  the  traditional  CINC  operational 
missions  depicted  in  Figure  3.4  and  as  a  key  contributor  to  operational 
readiness.  Linking  engagement  to  these  operational  missions  provides  an 
improved  contextual  framework  within  which  engagement  requirements 
can  be  assessed  for  both  priority  and  risk.  It  also  appears  to  ensure  that 
the  resources  required  for  engagement  activities  are  better  understood  in 
terms  of  their  contribution  to  all  three  pillars  of  the  Defense  Strategy — 
shaping  the  strategic  environment,  and  responding  to  and  preparing  for 
future  contingencies.  Another  dimension  of  this  approach  is  that  CINCs 
could  provide  some  direct  linkages  to  the  resource  demands  of  the 
engagement  mission  as  they  relate  to  or  affect  the  other  missions  in  their 
theater. 
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This  approach  has  the  potential  to  strengthen  the  linkage  to  resource 
allocation — the  CINCs  and  services  will  be  able  to  make  more  compelling 
arguments  for  resources  in  the  broader  operational  mission  context.17 


17See  Leslie  Lewis,  James  A.  Coggin,  and  C.  Robert  Roll,  The  United  States  Special 
Operations  Command  Resource  Management  Process,  for  an  earlier  application  of  this 
approach. 
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Figure  3.5 — Linking  Engagement  Activities  to  Support  CINCs' 

Operational  Missions 


Linking  Engagement  Activities  to  Support  CINCs' 
Operational  Missions 

The  key  attribute  of  the  proposed  approach  lies  in  the  assumption  that 
engagement  is  not  merely  an  ancillary  mission  performed  by  CINCs 
during  periods  of  peace  but  rather  a  key  contributor  to  implementation  of 
the  Defense  Strategy.  Engagement  is  also  critical  in  ensuring  that  the 
United  States  and  its  allies  are  ready  to  meet  any  operational  demand. 
Figure  3.5  shows  how  the  new  conceptual  approach  might  be  viewed  with 
the  engagement  activities  enabling  the  traditional  CINC  missions. 

Applying  the  model  of  supply,  demand,  and  integration,  the  engagement 
mission  is  shown  in  the  left-hand  side  of  Figure  3.5  as  contributing  to  the 
totality  of  CINC  missions.  It  is  the  everyday  things  that  CINCs  do  that 
ensure  readiness;  hence,  it  is  vital  that  the  mission  be  performed.  The 
right-hand  side  of  the  figure  (the  supply  side)  shows  the  eight  existing 
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engagement  categories  of  activities  that  are  currently  associated  with  the 
mission.18  While  some  might  debate  the  utility  of  having  some 
operational  activities  and  humanitarian  assistance  activities  as  separate 
categories  on  the  supply  side,  the  eight  engagement  categories  represent 
those  things  that  are  currently  planned  and  executed  to  prepare  for  the 
breadth  of  operational  missions  that  the  CINCs  must  perform.  These 
issues  will  be  more  fully  explored  in  Phase  II. 


18CJCSM  3113.01A,  Enclosure  C,  April  2000. 
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Figure  3.6 — Concept  for  Improving  Engagement's  Visibility 


Concept  for  Improving  Engagement's  Visibility 

Figure  3.6  outlines  the  key  attributes  of  this  concept  and  some  of  the  steps 
needed  to  address  the  full  scope  of  the  engagement  mission.  As  noted 
earlier,  this  approach  ties  the  engagement  mission  to  other  CINC 
missions.  It  is  planned  and  programmed  for  within  the  existing  structures 
for  all  other  CINC  missions. 

The  guidance  and  priorities  provided  in  the  CPG,  DPG,  and  JSCP  will 
need  some  reshaping  and  refocusing  to  ensure  that  engagement  is  fully 
integrated  into  the  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes.  Engagement  planning  and 
programming  activities  will  also  need  to  be  synchronized  with  the  timing 
of  formal  decisionmaking  processes  to  ensure  that  its  demands  are 
articulated,  considered,  and  adjudicated. 

CINC  TEPs  will  no  longer  be  just  stand-alone  documents  linked  only  to 
the  shaping  activity;  instead,  they  will  need  to  become  integrated  enablers 
and  part  of  the  CINCs'  Theater  Strategy  based  on  all  guidance,  not  just  the 
PROs.  In  this  manner,  engagement  will  be  structured  within  the  broader 
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context  of  CINC  operational  missions  and  contributions  to  readiness.  This 
approach  will  increase  the  potential  for  engagement  to  compete  within  the 
full  spectrum  of  resources  and  for  the  OSD  and  Congress  to  understand 
the  causal  relationship  among  the  engagement  mission  and  other  CINC 
operational  missions. 

Initial  review  and  discussions  of  TEPs  have  revealed  that  most  CINC 
staffs  want  these  documents  to  remain  useful  planning  tools  within  their 
individual  commands  even  if  this  broader  approach  is  not  fully  adopted. 
The  issue  of  what  role  the  TEPs  should  play  in  planning  and 
programming  for  the  engagement  mission  or  how  they  may  be  adapted 
for  these  purposes  will  be  fully  addressed  in  Phase  II. 
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Concept  for  Improving  Engagement 

Figure  3.7  further  illustrates  the  concept  for  improving  our  engagement 
efforts.  Again,  this  is  an  initial  concept  that  will  be  further  developed  in 
Phase  II  on  the  basis  of  detailed  discussions  and  interactions  with  the 
CINCs  and  their  staffs,  the  services,  the  Joint  Staff,  and  the  OSD.  Those 
tasks  in  Figure  3.7  with  asterisks  next  to  them  are  key  elements  of  the 
Phase  II  study.  Placing  the  mission  within  the  broader  mission  context  is 
a  key  element  of  the  proposed  approach.  We  believe  that  this  approach 
will  ensure  improved  integration  with  and  connectivity  to  the  appropriate 
activities  of  the  JSPS  and  PPBS. 

The  approach  enables  all  the  players — the  OSD,  CINCs,  services,  and  Joint 
Staff — that  are  directly  affected  by  this  mission  and  its  inherent  parts  to 
participate  in  a  structured  manner  in  identifying  their  requirements  and 
providing  alternatives  for  improvements.  Critical  tasks  in  the  concept  for 
Phase  II  work  are  the  identification  of  ways  to  improve  guidance  and 
process  integration;  the  development  of  measures  for  assessing  the 
effectiveness  of  global  engagement  and  setting  priorities  that  will  assist  in 
adjudication  of  resource  allocation;  analysis  of  the  sensitivity  of  their 
interrelations;  and  comparative  evaluation  of  potential  options  for 
improvement. 
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Figure  3.8 — Integrating  Engagement  into  JSPS  and  PPBS 


Integrating  Engagement  into  JSPS  and  PPBS 

Figure  3.8  shows  the  key  documents  and  activities  in  the  JSPS  and  PPBS. 
The  existing  responsibilities  of  the  OSD,  Joint  Staff,  CINCs,  and  services  in 
the  development  of  the  products  are  shown  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the 
chart.  The  arrows  indicate  the  current  flow  of  guidance  and  development 
through  these  major  processes,  culminating  in  the  FYDP  and  annual 
budget. 

Figure  3.8  postulates  with  dashed  lines  and  arrows  some  potential  uses  of 
various  documents  and  their  linkages.  Also  shown  is  the  timing  that  may 
need  to  be  strengthened  or  reordered  as  well  as  the  links  that  may  need  to 
be  reengineered  to  ensure  that  engagement  is  fully  connected  and 
integrated  with  these  major  decisionmaking  processes.  In  this  way,  the 
potential  can  be  increased  for  obtaining  engagement  visibility  and 
resources.  This  approach  moves  beyond  the  use  of  IPLs  as  the  principal 
link  for  the  engagement  mission  into  the  PPBS  process.  Rather  than  using 
exceptional  means  to  raise  resource  issues,  the  proposed  changes  would 
make  engagement  similar  to  how  other  CINC  missions  are  planned  for 
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and  resourced  by  linking  engagement  activities  across  all  major  activities 
associated  with  the  formal  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes.19 


19CJCSI  8501.01,  Enclosure  B,  April  1999. 
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Figure  3.9 — Some  Observations 


Some  Observations 

Clearly,  the  RAND  project  team  and  its  sponsors  cannot  guarantee  the 
final  outcome  for  sustaining  current  or  even  additional  resources  for  the 
engagement  mission.  It  seems  equally  clear,  however,  that  to  increase  the 
potential  for  resources,  the  engagement  mission  must  move  out  of  its 
current  planning  and  programming  stovepipe  and  be  embedded  within 
the  established  JSPS  and  PPBS  processes.  The  formal  decisionmaking 
processes  provide  well-understood  mechanisms  that  facilitate  the 
justification  of  the  mission,  the  identification  of  required  capabilities,  and 
appropriate  visibility  for  adjudicating  resource  allocation  and  funding.  By 
connecting  engagement  activities  to  a  broader  set  of  CINC  operational 
missions,  we  believe  that  realistic  objectives  can  be  developed  that  will 
yield  requirements  to  compete  for  resources  across  the  spectrum  (Figure 
3.9). 
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•  Expect  the  engagement  mission  to  continue  in  any  future 
defense  strategy 

•  Need  to  continue  to  evolve  TEP — still  immature;  must  get 
engagement  out  of  current  stovepipe 

•  Linking  engagement  to  other  operational  missions 
provides  a  foundation  for  global  assessment  and  demand 
for  additional  resources 

•  OSD  and  Joint  Staff  need  to  provide  engagement-specific 
programming  guidance,  objectives,  and  resource 
priorities 

•  Need  to  use  existing  decisionmaking  and  resource 
allocation  processes 

•  Phase  II  RAND  study  will  provide  the  vehicle  to  connect 
and  integrate  engagement  within  JSPS  and  PPBS 

•  Need  CINC  support  for  evolving  the  process 
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Figure  3.10 — Summary 


Summary 

Engagement  is  not  a  new  mission  but  rather  one  that  has  gained 
prominence  since  the  fall  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  emergence  of  a 
multipolar  strategic  environment.  Although  the  new  administration  will 
likely  develop  new  national  security  and  defense  strategies  in  preparation 
for  the  upcoming  QDR,  it  seems  certain  that  the  engagement  mission  will 
continue  to  be  an  essential  element  of  any  new  defense  strategy  (Figure 
3.10). 

The  TEP  process  is  an  immature  but  evolving  process,  and  like  any 
relatively  new  activity,  it  can  be  improved  with  refinement  of  purpose  and 
feedback  from  use  as  it  develops.  The  concern  is  that  although  the  TEP 
provides  a  useful  mechanism  with  which  to  capture  the  complex  nature  of 
the  activities  and  resources  associated  with  the  engagement  mission,  it 
cannot  operate  to  its  full  effectiveness  in  its  current  planning  stovepipe. 
The  TEP  is  not  sufficiently  linked  to  the  formal  DoD  decisionmaking 
processes — JSPS  and  PPBS — to  ensure  that  engagement  activities  are 
considered  within  the  broader  context  of  DoD  planning  and 
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programming.  In  order  to  do  this,  the  engagement  process  needs  to  build 
on  the  accepted  DoD  processes  and  products. 

In  Phase  II,  some  of  these  initial  concepts  and  ideas  will  be  further  fleshed 
out  through  interviews  and  review  of  CINC,  OSD,  Joint  Staff,  and  service 
engagement  activities.  Critical  to  any  successful  options  being  proposed 
is  to  ensure  that  all  viewpoints  are  obtained,  understood,  and  considered. 
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Figure  4.1 — Outline 


THE  WAY  AHEAD 
Outline 

This  section  provides  the  key  activities  in  the  way  ahead  and  the  tentative 
milestone  schedule  for  our  Phase  II  efforts  (Figure  4.1). 
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*  RAND  study  will  flesh  out  the  concept,  analyze 
processes,  and  develop  recommended  changes 

*  TEP  will  evolve 

-  Connect  and  integrate  with  JSPS  and  PPBS 

-  Link  engagement  to  the  broader  operational  context 

-  Review  our  procedures  to  enhance  coordination 

-  Use  TEPMIS  to  reduce  the  planning  effort 

-  Strengthen  interfaces  with  interagency  programs 

*  You  will  be  involved  in  the  study  and  in  the 
decisionmaking  process  that  addresses  the 
recommendations 

*  The  upcoming  transition  of  administrations  and  the  QDR 

provide  useful  opportunities  to  make  needed  changes 

__ 


Figure  4.2 — The  Way  Ahead 


The  Way  Ahead 

In  Phase  II  of  the  study,  the  initial  concept  and  ideas  will  be  further 
developed  and  fleshed  out  by  the  research  team  through  discussions  and 
interviews  with  CINC,  OSD,  Joint  Staff,  and  service  engagement  players. 
These  efforts  will  be  supported  by  a  detailed  review  of  the  formal 
planning  and  programming  processes  and  their  specific  activities  as  they 
may  relate  to  the  engagement  mission  (Figure  4.2). 

The  research  team  will  work  in  close  coordination  with  its  study  sponsors 
in  the  OSD  and  the  Joint  Staff,  J-5  and  J-8,  to  evolve  the  theater 
engagement  mission  by  providing  timely  periodic  recommendations  for 
changes  throughout  the  duration  of  the  study.  Specific  tasks  will  include 
analysis  of  methods  to  fully  integrate  the  engagement  mission  within  the 
broader  aspects  of  the  JSPS  and  PPBS  to  include  ways  to  improve  both 
planning  and  programming  guidance.  In  accordance  with  our  concept  of 
connecting  engagement  to  the  broader  operational  context  of  other 
traditional  CINC  missions,  the  research  team  will  develop  and  examine 
alternative  methods  by  which  TEPs  can  be  refocused  to  accomplish  this 
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objective  while  identifying  ways  to  simplify  and  reduce  the  administrative 
burden  of  TEP  development.  Another  task  will  be  to  review  and  evaluate 
ways  to  enhance  the  coordination  of  engagement  requirements  and 
capabilities  and  resources  between  supported  and  supporting  players  at 
the  various  levels.  A  further  task  will  be  to  assess  other  federal  agencies 
and  their  processes  for  providing  input  and  resource  to  the  TEPs  and  to 
determine  the  potential  for  improvements. 

Throughout  the  study,  it  is  critical  that  all  major  players  in  the 
engagement  mission  be  kept  fully  informed  as  to  the  development  of  any 
options  for  improvements  and  be  given  the  opportunity  to  provide 
feedback  before  decisions  are  reached.  The  project  team,  in  coordination 
with  the  study  sponsors,  will  make  a  major  effort  to  ensure  that  all 
viewpoints  on  problems  and  potential  solutions  associated  with 
engagement  are  obtained,  have  been  fully  understood,  and  are  considered 
in  the  process  of  change. 
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Figure  4.3 — Proposed  Study  Milestones 


Proposed  Study  Milestones 

Figure  4.3  illustrates  the  tentative  milestones  for  Phase  II  of  the  study.  The 
top  of  the  chart  shows  key  concurrent  activities  and  meetings  with  which 
the  tasks  of  the  study  must  be  synchronized.  The  study  of  in-process 
reviews  (IPRs)  will  be  timed  and  scheduled  to  provide  appropriate 
outputs  to  inform  and  support  the  key  events  within  the  JSPS  and  PPBS 
processes  and  significant  meetings  related  to  the  engagement  mission.  As 
noted  in  the  figure,  the  early  portion  of  the  study  will  provide  time  for 
research  and  collection  of  information  from  the  major  players  in  the 
engagement  mission.  This  will  include  visits  to  the  supported  regional 
combatant  commands  and  selected  supporting  CINCs.  The  study  will 
culminate  in  a  final  briefing  to  the  sponsors  prior  to  the  CINCs' 

Conference  in  September  2001.  Subsequently,  and  before  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  2001,  the  project  team  will  provide  a  draft  report  that  describes  the 
study  effort  and  recommends  steps  to  improve  accomplishment  of  the 
engagement  mission. 
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